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LOW RENT\ HOUSING 
Ballot Title 
LOW RENT liOUSING. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. Repeals Article XXXIV of the 
State Constitution prohibiting any state public body from developing, constructing or acquiring a low rent housing 
project, as defined, until a majority of the electors of the city, town, or county, as the case may be, where the project 
is or will be located votes in favor thereof. Financial impact: Increased expenditures in amount determinable only by 
experience. 





Analysis by Legislative Analyst 
PROPOSAL: 
The State Constitution now provides that the state or 
a local government cannot develop, construct, or acquire 
a low-rent housing project until an election is held in the 
city, town, or county where the project is to be located 
and the voters approve it. A low rent housing project is 
defined to be a government-aided development com-
posed of apartments or other living quarters for persons 
or families who do not have enough income to live ill 
decent, safe, uncrowded and sanitary homes. 
This proposition would remove the requirement for 
approval by a vote of the people of the city, town, or 
county where such a project is to be located. 
FISCAL EFFECT: 
To the extent that removal of the required approval 
by vote of the people makes it easier to establish low 
rent housing, this proposition would result in increased 
public expenditures. The extent of such increase can be 
determined only by experience. 
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Low Rent Housing 
Argument in Favor of Proposition 15 
Proposition 15 would provide options to' local govern-
ment to insure that all of its citizens have access to safe 
and adequate housing. 
Article 34 is -obsolete. Proposition 15 would repeal 
Article 34 of the State Constitution, added in ~950. For 
24 years, local governments have faced a cumbe~some, 
costly and unnecessary roadblock when attemptmg to 
offer safe and decent housing to persons living on low 
incomes. No other state constitution contains a similar 
provision. . 
Over 80% of the low rent housing constructed in Cali-
fornia in recent years has been built for the elderly; yet, 
300,000 elderly persons are still in need of safe and 
decent housing at a rent they can afford to pay. They are 
among the victims of Article 34's mandated referendum 
on low rent housing. Article 34 has meant the loss of mil- , 
lions of dollars in federal money. This money could have 
been spent on quality low rent housing for families as 
well as for the elderly and the disabled. 
Article 34 may interfere with state homeownership 
loan programs. Housing costs have skyrocketed and many 
moderate income families need government-assisted 
loans to purchase homes. The ability of the Legislature 
to expand home ownership and rehabilitation loan pro-
grams is clouded by the vague wording of Article 34, 
according to legal experts. 
Both the League of California Cities and the -Cali-
fornia Supervisor.> Association urge a "yes" vote on 
Proposition 15. While the federal government pays as 
much as 90% of the total development cost of public 
housing, full local control and local approval have been 
required by federal law since 1937. This means a majority 
v~te of a City Council Qr County Board of Supervic:ors 
approving any low rent housing project within their 
respective jurisdictions, as well as approval of the local 
Planning Commission and adherence to local zoning and 
building laws. Article 34 requires a referendum before 
any government agency can construct or buy housing 
units for persons who cannot otherwise afford decent, safe 
and sanitary housing. This requirement adds "nothing to 
local -government control and the cost and; delay have 
seriously interfered with local government's ability to 
meet local needs. 
A vote for Proposition 15 to repeal this unworkable 
and unnecessary part of our Constitution would be a 
vote to: 
l.Open up avenues for utilizing federal money that 
would be under local control, for the construction 
of low rent housing. -
2. Doing away with an unnecessary and costly elec-
tion process. ( Election -costs are borne by you-
the Taxpayerl ) , 
3. Returning to locally-elected leaders, such as City 
Councilmen and County Supervisors. an added tool 
in meeting community housing needs. 
4. Create More Jobs in the construction industry. 
5. Provide individuals in need with safe and decent 
housing. 
The construction industry needs more jobs. The elderly 
and other low income persons need aaequate housing. 
Article 34, has channeled California's share of federal 
funds, badly needed for both purposes, to other states. 
Its repeal is long overdue. VOTE "YES" ON PROP 
OSITION 15. 
WILLIE L. BROWN, JR. 
Assemblyman, 18th District 
PETER H. BEHR 
Senator; 4th District 
JOHN F. HENNING 
Executive Secretary 
California Lahor Federation, AFL-CIO 
Rebuttal to Argument in Favor'of Proposition 15 
By voting "yes" on Proposition 15, you would not 
insure adequate housing for Californians in need. Rather 
you would lose your constitutional control over local 
development and taxation. - .. 
Proposition 15 would, not bring millions of dollars in 
federal revenue into California. There is c~rrently no 
federal money available for tax-exempt public housing, 
nor is there any in sight for the future. 
The wording of Article XXXIV is not "vague". It sim-
,ply requires voter approval for any tax-exempt public 
housing which necessitates irreversible and' significant 
increases in community taxes. 
Nor has it interfered with local government's ability 
. to meet community housing needs. Since its institution, 
more than 70 percent of all proposed housing has been 
approved by voters, demonstrating that housing propos-
als, when warranted, will be given taxpayer endorsement. 
Th€re are currently many alternative programs which 
provide safe and decent housing for our elderly and low-
income citizens. Unlike conventional public housing, 
however, these projects are not tax-exempt and contrib-
ute their fair share to -local tax revenues. And because 
they require no local tax increases, they are not subject 
to referendum. 
The elections now required to approve conventional 
housing are not unnecessary. They insure you, as a tax-
payer, the right to approve housing programs which 
entail large, irreversible expenditures of your tax money, 
as well as affect the future development of your commu-
nity. 
By voting "yes" on Proposition 15, you would be sur-
rendering your constitutional control over community 
_ development and taxation. 
For continued local control, vote "no" on Proposition 15. 
MIKE D. ANTONOVICH 
Assemblyman, 43rd District 
56 
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Low Rent Housing ~5] 
Argument Against Proposition 15 
California voters currently have a constitutional right 
to either approve or disapprove the construction of tax-
exempt, conventional public housing projects in their 
com1nunities. A "yes" vote on Proposition 15 would re-
peal this right. 
The principle of local control over the development 
and financing of low-income housing is .well estab.lished 
under our constitution. In 1971, the United States Su~ 
preme Court ruled that the present proviSIon for voter 
approval was constitutional when it declared: "This pro-
cedure ensures that all the people of a community will 
have a voice in a decision which may lead to large ex-
penditures of local revenues. It gives them a voice in 
decisions that will affect. the future develqpment of their 
own community. This procedure for democratic decision-
making does not violate the constitutional command that 
.• no state shall deny to any person 'the equal protection 
of the laws'." 
Currently, proposals for the long-term' financing of 
schools, public hospitals, city halls, and a host of other 
public building projects which cannot be financed from 
the current budgets. of governmental agencies, must be 
submitted to local voters for approval under an auto-
matic referendum process. }( similar 'approval process, 
requiring a simple majority VQte,also applies to conven-
-tional public housing projects. . 
When such a project is esta.blished in a. community, 
the. community must contract with the federal govern-
ment to provide aD normal municipal services. Because 
these projects are exempt from local taxation, the com-
munity at large must bear the financial responsibility for 
supplying these services. Although the community does 
receive governmental payments in lieu of local taxes, the 
payments are less than the amount which would be re-
ceived from conventional taxation. In order to fully 
finance necessary services, then, the community must 
increase property taxes, sales taxes, or other local levies. 
By repealing Article XXXIV of the state constitution, 
local residents would not only surrender their control 
over community growth and development, but over local 
taxation as well. 
It is important to understand that the constitutional 
provision which Propo~ition 15 seeks to repeal applies 
only to conventional public housing which is publicly 
owned and tax-exempt. It does not apply to other low-
income housing programs for which the housing remains 
on the tax rolls and, therefore, contributes its fair share 
to the financial obligations of the community. 
Where low-income housing projects have succeeded, 
they have had the full endorsement of local.residents. A 
"yes" vote on Proposition 15 would make such commu-
nity endorsements IMPOSSIBLE. The people ought to 
retain final authority approving or disappr<>-ving low-
income housing for their community, and not the City 
Council or Board of Supervisors whose decisions are not 
subject to referendum. Therefore, I urge you to vote "no" 
on Proposition 15. 
MIKE D. ANTONOVICH 
.Assemblyman, 43rd District 
Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 15 
Although the opponent's argument cites constitutional 
grounds to support his statement, clearly this does not 
mean .that it is necessarily in the best interest of good 
government. 
Our opponent makes no attempt to deal with the very 
important issue of representative government. The 
. passage of Proposition 15 would restore to local authori-
. ties the same khd of control they have traditionally ex-
ercise<Lover other important local matters. If the op-
ponent's position were sound, costly elections would be 
required to ratify every decision made by locally elected 
officials. 
Do not be misled-this Proposition does not take away 
your right to vote on bond issues. To draw a parallel 
between this process and the costly referendum man-
dated by Article 34 is most misleading. Instead, a "yes" 
vote on Proposition 15 would strengthen your local gov-
ernment by returning to your locally elected officials the 
authority to act to meet a community need. 
Although publicly-owned housing will indeed remove 
certain propery from the tax rolls, normally the agree-
ment with the governmental agency will provide for a 
reimbursement to. the local community for the actual 
cost of supplying certain governmental services. It is 
erroneous to presume that the amount of payment will 
be less than the cost of services supplied. It is certainly 
erroneous and misleading to conclude that the commu-
nity would have to increase property taxes, sales taxes, 
or other levies. Under existing state law, property taxes 
cannot be raised without voter approval, and raising 
sales taxes requires approval of the Legislature. 
We urge you to vote "yes" on Proposition 15. 
"-v"ILLIE L. BROWN, JR. 
Asse~blyman, 18th District 
PETER H. BEHR 
Senator, 4th District 
JOHN F. HENNING 
Executive Secrettiry..Treasurer 
California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO 
Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been 
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